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-:::FFl<.EY A. MASONER
5/30/2000 02:21 PM
~:: marcel.hen~wc=m.com

(bec: JEFFREY A. ~~ONZR/~~L/VA/Eell-~~l)

3~ject: Rer.egotia:icn Schedule

As cisc~ssec cr. T~ursday, follcwir.g i~ a ~r=~osed rer.egc~iaticr. schedule fer
cc"-trac:s eA~:rir.; i~ 2000. The schedule is based c~ te=mir4ticn dates of the
~~ce=lying c:n:=acc~. As we cis:us~eci, Massac~use:ts wa~ scmewha: di!fere~t l~

t~at t~e Worldccm ~~c creeks contracts r.3C ~ig~i!ica"-tly varyi~g te~inaticn

Cates; hQweve~, we re:eivec World=~'s r~~~e~c to MFN ac=~t t~e MCI .9:ee~e~: ._
Brooks, thereby ~u5hir.= the terminaticr. c.te out tc 2001.

T~e ~ro?csec cates would rerresent a star: cate for ne;ctiatici.s. thus sett:..;
t~e potentia~ ar=itr~itcn wi~do~ 135-160 Cays cut fro~ that poi"-:.

J~~e 1 star: cate: ~! (Srooks contract ter~inated 5/23/00)

=~..e lS star: date: ~~, ME, VA (July 17 t~~.i..atic..s)

:uly 15 etart date: ~A, ~:. CC (August 3: terminations)

August 15 star: cate: ~{. CT (October 1 inc Se~:e~e= 30 te=~i~aticns.

=espec:ively)

Hc~e yeu hac a socci tri? ever the ~clicay weeke~ci; I leek fer~ar: to r.eari..;
frcm ycu e~ FriCGy.

Jeff
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~:.:n:::. S. '!'f.1MA.,'1

:/23/2~CO C2~40 FM
J: "~ark E. Lusa:-" <Ma:-l<.H.Lugar~wcom.com,

"Marcel Henry" <Marc~l.Hen:-y~..,ce:n.e=m>, "Mat:.he,.,. Har:.hun"
~ae:he~.F.a:-:hur.~wcem.com>. J~FFREY A. MASONER/EX:L/VA/Bell-Atl@Bell-Atl. ~~~CEL

. . E..~YA.'iG=O

U::::je:::: Re: Nesotiaeions Timeline Proposal

: received your propesal fer t~~ re~eso:.iatiens timeli~e. Since I will ~e e~

:acaticn next week. I will provi~e you with our respon:e the week c: the 4:~.

"~ark E. Lugar" <~a=!<.E. Lusar~wc::::n.c::m:> C~ 06/22/2000 11: 37: 2E k"1

T~; C~VIN s. r~~'1/E~~L/VA/aell-Atl~Sell-Atl'

c-· "Ma=cel Eenry" <~r=el.He~ry~wcom.cem>. ":-1a:.t::'ew. Ha:-thur."
<Mat:.hew.Har:.h~~wec~.ccrn,

S"':'=jec::

Cal':in,

Nesctia:ic~s Ti:neline Prepoeal

A: t~e directicn ef Ma==el Een=y. MCr WorldCc~ would like to prc?ose t~e

fcllowing s=hea~le AS a ~eans to advance cur exi::.inS agree~e~:.s ~~ ehe
follcwing s~ates. ~e feel that sc~ed~le re?rege~tS a reasc~~=le t:~eline

~asec en schedules and re=curces ~e:ween our cornra~ies. I ~ould apprecia:e
~~y feea=ack Eell Atlantic roas en this propcsal

Sta:.e f=:::po=e~ ti~e frame

S:ar:. 252 negotiaticr.s in July

PA - S:art 252 disc~ssic~: in August e= Septem=er (awaiti~s ~UC a~c ceur:
r~2i"-gs ~~ BA's separate business ~~itsl

NY. C~ - Start negotiations ~n Sep:ember

DC - Q4 or adopt one of the VA or PA documents fer use in DC

"".ar~ Lugar
MCl WorldCom
East Region Carrier Agreements
B521 Leesburg Pike
Vie~_~a. Virginia 22182

703-918-5555 (V)
703-918-6630 (F)
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:.\i,"J:N S. 'I"...~-!A.~

Ji!14!200C 04:3e PM
;0: Mark.H.Lugar3WCOm.ccm
::0 ;

£I.:.bje-:::: Reneg~eiotion schecule

~~ i~ s:i~l reviewi~; t~e renegoeition schecule you proposed. We will need mere
ci~e th~~ ! crisinally estimated cue to our recent mer;er wit~ G7E and e~e need
to ccer:inate our negc:iations wit~ our me=:er c:mmciments. Ease: en t~3:

: expect ~e will prcvice yeu with cur repo~se ~y JUly 31st.

Calvi:l
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..j.... CALVIN S.1WYMAN
07/311200007:24 PM

To: Marx.H.Lugar@wcom.com
cc:: MarcsI.Henry@Wcom.com. John.Trofimuk@wcom.com. Kathy.Jespersen@wcom.com,

Myra.Neal@wcom.com. JEFFREY A. MASONERlEMPLNPJBeII-AlI@BeII-Ati.
LAURELparr@telops.gte.com

SUbject: MCI-Verizon Renegotiations

Mark.

Verizon has reviewed your proposed schedule for renegotiations of our inte.rcoonection
agreements expiring this year in the Bell Atlantic (UBA") jurisdictions of NJ. PA. DC and
NY/CT.

In addition. now that the BA and GTE merger has been completed and since both companies
have been engaged in discussions with MCI Worldcom ("MCI") on behalf of its affiliates MCI
Metro. MCI WORLDCOM Communications (formc:rly MFS), and Brooks Communications on'
a plan for renego~iations, we have also looked at the agreements expiring this ye3r in the GTE
footprint. This includes the following additional states for the GTE jurisdictions: TX. FL.
WA. and VA. In addition, VA also applies for BA. Therefore, I am forwarding a copy of
this along to your counterpans. who have been in negotiations with my new coumerpans at
GTE. so that all panies will be able to review and comment on this proposal.

Our obje:::tive when we renegotiate in a state, will be to renegotiate all the
expiring!tenninating agreements for that sute concurrently. Therefore, given our FCC
merger commitment to provide a unified interconnection agreement across the new Verizon
footprint. the timeline associated with that commitment. and your prior input. along with the
input from the MCI telm negotiating with GTE. we recommend that we stan renegotiations on
10101/00. and begin the negotiations as your GTE te:lIIl recorrunended in Texas. This would
be followed by the BA states in the order you recommended. Also. in early September. prior
to our first start date, in accordance with the Mel reqllest. we will send you our new Verizon
template to provide you time to review its terms.

As for the remaining GTE states of VA. W A and FL which have agreements expiring this
year, or agreements for which GTE has sent a Termination letter, we propose that we begin
these renegotiations immediately following the BA states with the exception of VA; as VA is
an overlapping state for BA and GTE. Therefore, we propose that we combine our
negotiations in VA to include all the active agreements for the panies (i.e., BA, GTE. MCIm
and the former MFS company) so that there would be a single timeline for all renegotiated
agreements in the state. Further, with respect to VA. which was not specified on your
proposed schedule for BA, we recommend that we begin there concurrent with DC, since we
think most of the issues and requirements will be similar for these adjacent jurisdictions.

Following is the proposed renegotiation schedule by jurisdiction and respective company:



TX (GTE)
NJ (BA)
PA (BA)
NY (BA)
CT (BA)
DC (BA)
VA (BA)
VA (GTE)
WA (GTE)
FL (GTE)-

MClmlMFS
MCImlMFS
MCImlMFS
MClmIMFS
MClmlMFS
MCImlMFS
MCImlMFS
MCImlMFS
MCImlMFS
MCImIMFS

10/01/00
10/15/00
11101/00
11/15/00
11/15/00
12115/00
12/15/00
12/15100
01115/01
02/15101

Please advise me if Mer finds this schedule acceptable.

Calvin
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STATE CORPOIlATION COMMISSION 00 0 9 1 0 2 8 8
AT RICHMOND, SEPTEMBER 13, 2000

PETITION OF

MClMETRO ACCESS TRANSMISSION
SERVICES OF VIRGINIA, INC.

and

MCl WORLDCbM COMMUNICATIONS
OF VIRGINI~, INC.

For Arbitration Pursuant to
section 252(b) of ~he

Telecommunications Act of 1996
to Establish an Interconnection
Agreement with Bell Atlantic-

, •• I

VJ.rg:l.n1.a. , 'Inc.

ORDER

CASE NO. PUC000225

w

':-.:
-: :.

[ .
.... '#

On August 10, 2000, MCImecro Access Transmission Services

of Virginia, Inc., and MeI WORLOCOM Communications of virginia,
~

Inc., (co~lectively, "WorldCom"), filed a petition with the

State Corporation commission ("Commission") to arbitrate

unresolved issues to enable WorldCom to enter into

in~erconnection agreements to replace its existing

interconnection agreemen~s with Bell Atlantic-Virginia, Inc.,

.pursuant to § 252(b) ot the Telecommunications Act of 199b and

20 VAC 5-400-190. On September 5, 2000, Verizon Virginia Inc.

ilkl a Bell At::lantic-Virginia, Inc. ("Verizon"), filed a motion

to dismiss WorldCom',l; arbitration petition.

Until the issue of Eleventh Amendment immunity from federal

appeal under the Act is resolved by the Courcs of the United



States,~ w~ will not act solely under th~ Act's federally

conveyed authority in matters that might arguably implicate a

waiver of the Commonwealth's immunity, including the arbitration

of rates, terms, and conditions of incerconnection agreements

between local exchange ~arriers. For this reason, we will cake

no action on Verizon's motion to dismiss WorldCorn's petition.

As discussed in our Order of June IS, 2000, in Case

No. PUC990~9l, 2 the Commission has authority under st.ate law to

order interconne~tion between carriers operating within the

Commonwea1th, and § 56-38 of the Code of Virginia authorizes us,

upon requeS"C o~ 1:he partie!!, lito effect, by mediacion, the

adjustment of claims, and the settlement of controversies,

between public service companies, and their employees and

patrons." Further, our rules codified at 20 VAC 5-400-180 as

"Rules governing the offering of competitive local exchange

telephone service tl anticipate that we would address

interconnection issul~s under the aUl:hority of the Virginia Code.

1 The Commis~ion recencly joined a friend of the Court brief prepared by che
Pennsylvania Public U~11~cies Commission ursins the Un~ted States Supreme
Co~rc co grant cerciorar~ in Strand et al. v. Michigan Bell Telephone Co., .
No. 99-1878. filed July 24, 2000, a decision of the 6u Circuit permitting
sui~ agains~ the Michigan public utility commissioner. under a dif£erenc
legal theory. Also, the 4u Circuit currenely haG pending before it a case
involving ~overeign immunity, BellSouch Telecommunications, Inc. v. NorCh
Carolina ~eilic1e~ Commiasioc, No. 99-184S(Ll, which ~as ar~ued May 1, 2000.
As of che da~e of this Order, nei~her the Supreme Court nor the 4~ Circuit
has ruled on these matters.

~ Petition of Cavalier Telephone, L~C, For arbitration ot incerconne~~ion
rates, terms and con~ic~ons, and relaced relief, Document Control Center NO.
000630199.
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Rules 20 VAC 5-400-18;0 F 5 3.nd 6 specifically provide for our

"arbitration" of contested matters.

The parcies may !elect ~o proceed wi~h WorldCom's

arbitration under the Act before the Federal Communications

Commission ("FCC") in lieu of this Commission, or the parties

may pursue resolution of unresolved issues pursuant to 20 VAC 5

400-180 F 6. If Wor~dCom wishes to pursue this matter before

t~e Commission, the proceeding before us will be deemed to be

requesting our action only under authority of Virginia law and

our Rules.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(l)WorldCom shall, within fifteen (15) days of the date

of this Order, advise us in writing whether it wishes to pureue

its arbitration request before us, consistent with the findings

above.

(2) This case is continued for further orders of the

Commission.

AN ATTESTED COpy hereof shall be sent by the Clerk of the

Commission to; Eric"M. Page, Esquire, and Robert A. Omb~rg,

Esquire, LeClair ~yan, P.C., 4201 Dominion Boulevard, Suite 200,

Glen Aller., Virginia 23060; Vi6hwa B. Link, Esquire, Mel

WorldCom, Inc., 1133 19th Street, N.W., Washingcon, D.C. 20036;

Lydia R. Pulley, Vice President, General Counsel and Secretary,

Verizon Virginia Inc., 600 East Main Street, Suite 1100,



Richmond, virginia 23219-2441; John F. Dudley, Senior Assiscanc

Actorney General, Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of

Attorney General, ~OO East Main Screec, Second Floor, Richmond,
I I

Virginia 2~219; and ~he Conmcission'g Divisions of

Communications, Public Utility Accounting, and Economics and

Finance.

4
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DISCLAIMER
This electronic version ofan SCC order is for informational purposes on~v and is not an official document ofthe

Commission. An official copv may be obtained/rom the Clerk oUlle Commission, Document Conrrol Center.

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

STATE CORPORAnON COMMISSION

AT RICHMOND, JUNE 15, 2000

PETITION OF

CAVALIER TELEPHONE, LLC

For arbitration of interconnection
rates, terms and conditions, and
related relief

ORDER

CASE NO. PUC990191

On October 18, 1999, Cavalier Telephone, LLC ("Cavalier"),

filed a pleading that contained both an informal complaint

against Bell Atlantic-Virginia, Inc. ("BA-VA"), and a request

that the Commission arbitrate the rates, terms, and conditions

for interconnection and related arrangements concerning a

proposed amendment to the parties' interconnection agreement,

which we had approved by Order entered June 21, 1999, in Case

No. PUC980048. Cavalier petitioned to convert the informal

complaint to formal status on January 5, 2000. Pursuant to our

Order Initiating Formal Proceeding in the above-captioned case,

issued February 11, 2000, we referred portions of this matter to

the Hearing Examiner and ordered the parties to brief certain

jurisdictional issue questions, including:

1. Is the jurisdiction over this complaint
properly before this Commission, the FCC, or
a state or federal court of general
jurisdiction?

2. If jurisdiction over the complaint
properly lies with this Commission, what
remedies are available to us?



3. Is there a basis in Virginia law for the
Commission to assert or exercise jurisdiction
over the request for the Commission to
arbitrate unresolved issues between the
parties that is independent of any authority
contained in the Act?

4. Should the Commission establish a
generic case to establish BA-VA's prices for
DSL loops as an unbundled network element and
is there a basis to do so under state law?

We directed the Hearing Examiner to review the pleadings and

briefs and report his recommendations. The Commission also

withheld action on Cavalier's concurrently filed 'request for

arbitration and BA-VA's motion to dismiss that request. Hearing

Examiner Howard P. Anderson, Jr. filed his Report on April 14/

2000. Cavalier and BA-VA filed comments to the Report on May 5/

2000. The Examiner found:

1. The Commission has jurisdiction to hear Cavalier's

complaint.

2. The remedies available to the Commission in this matter

include the powers of injunction and mandamus, but not the

authority to award damages.

3. Virginia law provides a basis, separate and apart from

authority contained in the federal Telecommunications Act of

1996/ 47 U.S.C. 151/ et~. (the "Act") / for the Commission to

assert or exercise jurisdiction over Cavalier's petition for

arbitration of interconnection terms and conditions.

4. The Commission should establish a generic investigative

docket to establish prices for BA-VA's provision of digital

subscriber line loops ("DSL") as an unbundled network element to

competitive local exchange carriers.

2



NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Report, the

comments thereon, and the record herein, concludes as discussed

more fully below that we should adopt the first three of the

Examiner's findings and recommendations. We find no need to

establish a generic pricing docket for DSL loops. Under the

procedures we will set out in this Order, we will establish the

prices for this network element pursuant to the authority

conveyed to us under the Constitution of Virginia and Code of

Virginia and such authority conveyed by the Act that we may

lawfully exercise.

Alternatively, Cavalier may elect to withdraw its request

for our arbitration of these matters and instead petition the

Federal Communications Commission (IIFCC II ) to undertake to

establish such prices solely under the authority of the Act. Any

prices we establish for DSL loops will be available to any CLEC

wishing to obtain this element from BA-VA. Finally, Cavalier may

continue to prosecute its complaint here or avail itself of the

concurrent jurisdiction of the courts of general jurisdiction in

the Commonwealth with regard to the issues raised in that portion

of its pleading.

Consistent with these findings, we will now deny BA-VA's

Motion to Dismiss and Motion for More Definite Statement. We

direct Cavalier to advise us in writing, within 15 days of the

date of this Order, whether it will continue either of these

matters before us.

We have concluded that there is substantial doubt whether we

can take action in this matter solely pursuant to the Act, given

3



that we have been advised by the United States District Court for

the Eastern District of Virginia that our participation in the

federal regulatory scheme constructed by the Act, with regard to

the arbitration of interconnection agreements, effects a waiver

of the sovereign immunity of the Commonwealth. It is axiomatic

that the Commission has no inherent power simply because it was

created by the Constitution of Virginia. Its jurisdiction must

be found either in constitutional grants or in statutes that do

not contravene the Constitution. 1 No statute or constitutional

grant authorizes us to subject the Commonwealth to federal suit

by waiving its sovereign immunity.

We have examined the Virginia Code and our previously

promulgated rules, however, and find that they provide sufficient

authority necessary for us to render a decision on the pending

request for arbitration.

Jurisdiction to Hear Complaint

As found by the Examiner, we conclude that Virginia law

provides ample authority for the Commission to exercise

jurisdiction over Cavalier's complaint. We further find that our

authority, in this matter, is concurrent with that of the courts

of common jurisdiction within the Commonwealth. Article IX of

the Constitution of Virginia establishes our general authority

over the rates and services of public service companies.

Section 56-35 of the Code of Virginia grants us the power, and

charges us with the duty, of "supervising, regulating and

1 City of Norfolk v. Virginia Electric and Power Company, 197 Va. 505;
90 S.E.2d 140 (1955).

4



controlling all public service companies doing business in this

Commonwealth, in all matters relating to the performance of their

public duties and their charges therefor, and of correcting

abuses therein by such companies. II Both Cavalier and BA-VA are

public service companies and subject to our authority in these

regards.

Section 56-6 of the Code provides that any person or

corporation aggrieved by actions or omissions of a public service

company of any of their obligations imposed by the Code IIshall

have the right to make complaint of the grievance and seek relief

by petition against such public service corporation before the

State Corporation Commission . II Chapter 15 of Title 56 of

the Code of Virginia extensively sets out our authority over

telephone companies operating within the Commonwealth, including

the right to require interconnection between carriers.

Section 56-6 provides that upon hearing a complaint the

Commission IIshall have jurisdiction, by injunction, to restrain

such public service corporation from continuing [its breach of

the law] and to enjoin obedience to the requirements of this

law "Further, the Commission may IIby mandamus,

compel any public service corporation to observe and perform any

public duty imposed upon public service corporations by the laws

of this Commonwealth . II Other provisions of the Code permit

the imposition of fines for specified violations. However, we

find no jurisdiction to award damages that Cavalier seeks in its

5



complaint. 2 Therefore, should Cavalier decide to maintain its

complaint action against BA-VA before us, the remedies available

to it under the Code of Virginia are injunctive and prospective

in nature. We have no authority to award damages to Cavalier

should we find its complaint to be well-founded.

Jurisdiction over Arbitration Request

Turning to the matter of the request for arbitration, we

also find authority under state law that provides for our

intercession. Section 56-479 of the Code of Virginia empowers us

to order interconnection between carriers operating within the

Commonwealth, and § 56-38 authorizes us, upon request of the

parties, "to effect, by mediation, the adjustment of claims, and

the settlement of controversies, between public service

companies, and their employees and patrons." In this instance,

Cavalier would be a patron of BA-VA as Cavalier seeks to obtain

services and use of BA-VA's facilities in order to provide DSL

services to its own patrons.

In addition to the authority quoted above, the Commission

promulgated regulations prior to the passage of the Act to

implement the revisions to § 56-265.4:4 C 3 of the Code of

Virginia that allowed us to certificate competing local exchange

carriers. In Case No. PUC950018,3 we adopted rules, now codified

at 20 VAC 5-400-180 as "Rules governing the offering of

2 Section 207 of the Federal Communications Act of 1934 provides that damages
may be recovered in complaint to the FCC. The Code of Virginia contains no
analogous provisions allowing the Commission to award damages.

3 Ex Parte: In the matter of investigating local exchange telephone
competition, including adopting rules pursuant to Virginia Code § 56
265.4:4.C.3, Case No. PUC950018, 1995 S.C.C. Ann. Rep. 249.

6



competitive local exchange telephone service," ("Rules") J.n

anticipation that we would address issues such as this under the

authority of the Virginia Code. Rules 20 VAC 5-400-1BO(F) (5)

and (6) specifically provide for our "arbitration" of contested

matters.

Shortly after the issuance of the Rules, the federal Act was

passed and we promulgated additional rules to implement the

procedures established by that measure. Following the

Commission's arbitration of certain earlier interconnection

agreem:nts submitted under §§ 251 and 252 of the Act pursuant to

these later-enacted rules, our orders approving these agreements

were reviewed on federal appeal as explicitly provided by

§ 252(e) (6) of the Act 4
• What is not made explicit in the Act

(nor do we consider legally inferred therefrom), however, is that

the Commonwealth of Virginia, in the person of the Commissioners

acting in their official capacity, would also be a party to this

federal review. The Commission had maintained and continues to

maintain that in taking its actions on these agreements the

Commonwealth of Virginia is protected from federal suit by the

Eleventh Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

The Commission did not consider its participation in the

Act's regulatory scheme to constitute a waiver of immunity under

the Eleventh Amendment. The Commission has no authority to waive

the Commonwealth's sovereign immunity. Therefore, we will not

4 See MCI Telecomm. Carp. v. Bell Atlantic-Virginia, Inc., 1997 WL 1133714
(E.D. Va.); GTE South Inc. v. Morrison, 957 F. Supp. 800 (1997); GTE South
Inc. v. Morrison, 6 F. Supp.2d 517, aff'd, 199 F.3d 733 (4th Cir. 1999); AT&T
of Virginia v. Bell Atlantic-Virginia, Inc., 197 F.3d 663 (4th Cir. 1999)----

7



take any action in this matter that may subject the Commonwealth

to federal suit. As noted above, we find clear and pertinent

authority under Virginia law, and our Rules, to permit our

resolution of the arbitration dispute, and any order we enter

with regard to this portion of Cavalier's pleading will be taken

accordingly. Thus, any party aggrieved by our action in

resolving these issues would have an appeal of right to the

Virginia Supreme Court. The extent to which our actions are or

may be concurrently authorized by the Act should be viewed as

coincidental in this respect. Any party that proceeds before us

shall be deemed to be requesting our action under color of the

authority we are unquestionably delegated to wield - that of the

Commonwealth of Virginia, and all such other authority we may

lawfully exercise without waiving the Commonwealth's immunity.

Until the issue of Eleventh Amendment immunity from federal

appeal under the Act is resolved by the Courts of the United

States/ S we have concluded no longer to act solely under the

Act's federally conveyed authority in matters that might arguably

implicate a waiver of the Commonwealth's immunity, including the

5 In at least one of the federal appellate circuits, the Fifth, the doctrine
of waiver of sovereign immunity has apparently been extinguished. See, AT&T
Communications Commission of South Central States v. BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc., 43 F. Supp.2d 593 (M.D. La. 1999). We have also
recently joined a friend of the Court brief prepared by the Pennsylvania
Public Utilities Commission urging the United States Supreme Court to grant
certiorari in Strand et al. v. Michigan Bell Telephone Co., No. 99-1878, filed
June 15/ 2000, a decision of the 6th Circuit permitting suit against the
Michigan public utility commissioners under a different legal theory. The 4th
Circuit also appears poised to address the sovereign immunity issue in
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. v. North Carolina Utilities Commission
No. 99-1845(L), which was argued May 1/ 2000. The Court has requested
supplemental briefs from the parties on the question whether the North
Carolina Utilities Commission is an indispensable party to any federal review
action pursuant to the Act.

8



arbitration of rates, terms, and conditions of interconnection

agreements between local exchange carriers. We do find, though,

that we possess authority under Virginia law for us to continue

to resolve such issues.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Commission will, upon receipt of the notification

required by Paragraph No.4, infra, consider Cavalier's complaint

pursuant to the Rules set out in 20 VAC 5-400-180, other

pertinent state statutes and rules, and under such authority we

can lawfully exercise pursuant to the Act.

(2) Pursuant to Rule 7:1 of our Rules of Practice and

Procedure, the Commission hereby appoints a Hearing Examiner to

conduct all further proceedings necessary to establish an

interconnection agreement between the parties, consistent with

the findings above.

(3) BA-VA's Motion To Dismiss and Motion For More Definite

Statement are hereby denied.

(4) Cavalier shall, within fifteen (IS) days of the date of

this Order, advise us in writing whether it wishes to continue

these matters before us, consistent with the findings above.

(5) This case is continued for further orders of the

Commission.

9



Certificate of Service

I, Lonzena Rogers, do hereby certify, that on this twenty-sixth day of October, 2000, I
have caused to be served by Airborne Express Overnight Service and by hand delivery, a true
copy of WorldCom, Inc.'s Petition on the following:

Magalie Roman Salas *
Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW
Room TWB204
Washington, DC 20554

Dorothy Attwood *
Chief
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW
Room 5-A848
Washington, DC 20554

Carol Mattey *
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW
Room 5-B125
Washington, DC 20554

Glenn Reynolds *
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW
Room 5-A847
Washington, DC 20554

Frank Lamancusa *
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW
Room 5-C818
Washington, DC 20554

* Denotes Hand Delivery

Katherine Farroba *
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Lydia R. Pulley, Vice President
General Counsel and Secretary Virginia
Verizon
600 East Main Street
Suite 1100
Richmond, VA 23219-2441

William H. Chambliss
General Counsel
State Corporation Commission
1300 East Main Street
Richmond, VA 23219

ITS, Inc. *
1231 Twentieth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036
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